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15. Tenure of Occupied Nonfarm Dwelling Units, by Color of Occupants, for the
United States, 1950 and 1940.

16. Tenure of Occupied Nonfarm Dwelling Units, by Race and Residence, for
the United States, 1950 and 1940.

17. Value of Owner-Occupied Nonfarm Dwelling Units, by Race and Residence,
for the United States, 1950 and 1940.

18. Mortgage Status of Owner-Occupied Nonfarm Dwelling Units, by Race and
Residence, for the United States, 1950 and 1940.

19. Contract Monthly Rent of Tenant-Occupied Nonfarm Dwelling Units, by
Race and Residence, for the United States, 1950 and 1940.

20. Gross Monthly Rent of Tenant-Occupied Nonfarm Dwelling Units, by Race
and Residence, for the United States, 1950 and 1940.
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SUMMARY also provide the basis for analyzing special impacts 
of World War II and its aftermaths during the 
remainder of the 1940-50 decade upon the living 
accommodations available to the nonwhite popu­
lation, over 96 percent of which is Negro. They 
show:

Significant increases in urbanization and inter­
regional shifts of the nonwhite population for the 
10-year period ending April 1950 have accentuated 
its housing difficulties.

About 2.7 million nonwhites migrated during 
World War II and the immediate postwar period, 
with 1.2 million moving between noncontiguous 
States, and an additional million migrated during 
the latter part of the decade.

Of the total nonwhite population, the proportion 
living in nonfarm areas rose from 65 percent in 
1940 to 78 percent in 1950.

The nonwhite population showed a decline of 
more than 1,400,000 in farm areas, largely in the 
South, accompanied by substantial gains in urban 
centers of the South and all other regions.

Nonwhites comprised 10.3 percent of the total 
population in 1950, but occupied only 8.6 percent 
of all occupied dwelling units.

The nonwhite population increased at a faster 
rate than the number of dwelling units it occupied 
(15 percent against 10 percent) whereas the reverse 
was true for whites (14 percent against 23 percent). 
For nonfarm areas alone, the nonwhite population 
rose by nearly 40 percent, while the number of 
dwelling units it occupied increased by only 31 
percent.

The nonfarm dwelling units occupied by whites 
in 1950 were, on the average, larger than those 
occupied by nonwhites, yet the average number of 
persons per dwelling unit occupied by whites and 
nonwhites was practically the same. At the same 
time, the proportion of overcrowded units (with

Significant changes have occurred in the popu­
lation and in the housing inventory of the United 
States since the census of 1940. The decade of 
1940 to 1950 was primarily one of expanding na­
tional economy. It included periods of defense 
preparation, conversion to war production, active 
participation in war, cut backs and partial recon­
version, and the inevitable readjustments as the 
economy shifted from defense to war to peace and 
back again to defense mobilization. As with 
workers in general, nonwhites moved in response 
to war demands and felt the full impact of that 
period. The necessary wartime limitations on 
new construction were such that the volume of new 
housing added to the supply for anyone was 
relatively small. To the extent that new housing 
was constructed during 1942—45, it was reserved 
for essential in-migrant workers in urgent war- 
production areas. The delayed entry of nonwhites 
into war-production employment severely limited 
their eligibility for occupancy of these dwellings. 
Even as nonwhites finally gained increasing employ­
ment in war production, traditional neighborhood 
restrictions served to limit housing available to 
nonwhites during that period largely to more 
intensive use of the crowded areas already occupied 
by this group, supplemented by privately and 
publicly financed developments located generally 
in areas contiguous to such neighborhoods.

The nature and dimensions of changes during 
the 10-year period after April 1940 were clarified 
to some extent by sample surveys of housing and 
population conducted by the Bureau of the Census 
in October 1944, November 1945, and April 1947 
and more recently by the full 1950 census of popu­
lation and housing. These surveys and censuses
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home mortgages than they paid off during this 
decade. For nonfarm homes only, the proportion 
of nonwhite-owned homes which were mortgaged 
rose from about 29 percent in 1940 to 38 percent 
in 1950, but the corresponding proportion for 
whites declined from 46 percent to 44 percent. 
Mortgage finance is still less readily available to 
nonwhites than to whites, in spite of the very con­
siderable improvement during the decade.

Monthly rents in nonfarm areas were generally 
half again as high in 1950 as they were in 1940. 
The upward shift in distribution of rents paid were 
such that one in every five nonwhite households 
living in nonfarm rental units in 1950 was paying 
$40 or more for monthly contract rent and over a 
third paid $30 or more, compared with 4 percent 
and 10 percent, respectively, in 1940. The rise in 
median rents was 108 percent for nonwhites com­
pared with 64 percent for whites. The nonfarm 
median contract rent paid by nonwhites in 1950 
was $25 compared with $37 for whites, whereas in 
1940 it was $10 and $21, respectively—thus was 
reflected a narrowing of the relative spread between 
rent levels of the two groups. These rent differen­
tials appear more than compensated by the much 
lower quality and hence value of housing to which 
nonwhites have been generally constricted.

Evidence of the pressure on nonwhite households 
to acquire more and better housing emerges from 
the data on their excessive overcrowding, doubling, 
and occupancy of substandard dwelling units, as 
well as from their improved economic status. If 
the measurable advance shown in the housing of 
the total population between 1940 and 1950 could 
be made in the face of the severe building material 
and labor shortages encountered, particularly in 
the first 7 years of that period, much more sig­
nificant improvement should be possible in the 
years ahead, once the demands for critical materials 
by the defense program have slackened. As the 
data presented in this report indicate, this applies 
with particular emphasis to the housing of the 
non white population. The economic advances of 
this group during World War II and the postwar 
years appear to have continued substantially into 
the beginning of the current decade of the 1950’s. 
In fact, the current defense mobilization program 
may well further stimulate the economic progress 
of the minority groups.

more than one and a half persons per room) among 
nonfarm dwellings occupied by nonwhites was 
some four times as high as that for whites, and the 
nonfarm rate of doubling (married couples rooming 
with other families) was two and a half times as 
high among non whites as among whites.

Annual money earnings of nonwhite workers not 
only doubled but apparently trebled during the 
decade, as indicated by rough comparison of census 
data on yearly incomes for 1939, 1945, and 1949. 
This increase in earnings was associated with, and 
presumably reflected in, the higher rates of im­
provement in housing supply as well as increase in 
home ownership among non whites than whites. 
Yet, at the end of the decade in 1950, there still 
remained broad differentials in the proportionate 
supply and quality of housing available to nonwhite 
and white families, and homes among nonwhites 
continued to show greater proportionate need for 
improvement than did those of whites.

In nonfarm housing only, the proportion of 
dilapidated homes among nonwhites was five times 
as high as among whites (27 percent compared 
with 5.4 percent) and, in addition, the proportion 
of homes not dilapidated but lacking in one or 
more of piped running water, private flush toilet, 
private bathtub or shower was more than twice as 
high among nonwhites as among whites (35 percent 
compared with 17 percent).

The pre-1930 long-term trend toward home 
ownership in nonfarm areas was given a big fillip 
during the decade 1940-50, when the proportion 
of nonfarm home owners among nonwhites rose by 
93 percent, and among whites by 70 percent. 
Even so, nearly two-thirds of the nonwhite house­
holds in nonfarm areas were still renters in 1950, 
compared with 45 percent of white nonfarm house­
holds.

The disparities between market values of nonfarm 
homes owned by non white and white families were 
considerably narrowed during the 10-year period 
ended 1950. Even so, the median values of homes 
owned by whites in 1950 still exceeded those of 
nonwhites by roughly more than two and one half 
times—$7,700 compared with $3,000 for nonfarm 
homes, and $8,700 compared with $3,700 for urban 
homes.

Concurrent with rising incomes and home owner­
ship, a higher proportion of nonwhite than white 
home owners apparently acquired more nonfarm

!i
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SUMMARY IN CHARTS whites, the corresponding proportions were 78 
and 85 percent.1

A factor closely associated with the heightened 
urbanization of nonwhites has been the regional 
shifts revealed by the Current Population Reports 
of the Bureau of the Census.2 During 1940-47 
net migration of nonwhites amounted to 2,729,000, 
with 1,187,000 between noncontiguous States, 
578,000 between contiguous States, and 964,000 
within a State. By the end of the decade, at 
least another million nonwhites had moved from 
one place to another. In large measure reflecting 
these shifts through 1950, the non white population 
of the United States increased in urban areas by 
nearly 3 million while the corresponding increase 
in rural nonfarm areas was only a half million. 
Conversely, the nonwhite farm population, mainly 
in the South, declined by 1,400,000, A decline 
of 1,300,000 nonwhite population in southern farm 
areas and an increase of some 400,000 in southern 
rural nonfarm areas were accompanied by the 
substantial nonwhite gains of 1,190,000 in southern 
and 1,748,000 in non-southern urban centers.

Of the total nonwhite population, the proportion 
residing in the South declined from about 74 per­
cent in 1940 to about 67 percent in 1950. Cor­
respondingly, the proportion of the urban non­
white population in the South declined from 56 to 
51 percent. Concurrent with these declines in 
the South, the proportion of the nonwhite popu­
lation residing in all other regions rose from 26 to 
33 percent. The magnitude of this increase was 
close to 1,719,000.

In the combined regions other than the South, 
nonwhites are mainly city dwellers, and thus their 
population increase in urban areas greatly ex­
ceeded the increase shown for the rural nonfarm 
areas. In these non-southern regions, the rela­
tively large numerical or proportionate increases 
in the nonwhite urban population disclosed the 
resultant impact on housing requirements of the 
nonwhite population. This has been especially 
true of Negroes in urban localities where heavy

The five charts which follow on pages 4 through 
8, dramatically summarize selected housing char­
acteristics of both the nonwhite and white popula­
tion groups in 1950, showing comparisons, where 
available, with the 1940 housing situation. The 
charts were adapted from an earlier Housing 
Research publication of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency,  ��  ����  !�"����  +�	"�	���  ��  
����	� , released in October 1951. They are:

Changes in Home Ownership, 1940-1950.
Changes in the Ratio of Homes Mortgaged, 

1940-1950.
Home Values at Peak Levels in 1950.
Rents More Than Half Again as High as in 

1940.
Severity of Overcrowding in 1950.

POPULATION CHANGES

Growth and Movement

The nonwhite population increased from
13.454.000 in 1940 to 15,482,000 in 1950, or about 
15 percent. This was slightly more than the 14 
percent increase of the white population.

Sharp as this growth in population appears, it 
does not reflect the full pressure which developed 
on the housing supply. The shifts which occurred 
in the relative concentration of the nonwhite 
population from farm to urban areas and from the 
South to other parts of the country are far more 
important causes of pressure on housing than the 
mere increase in size of the nonwhite population. 
Nonwhites left farms, especially those in the South, 
in large numbers and for the most part settled in 
urban areas. The nonwhite population in rural 
farm areas declined by about three-tenths, from
4.753.000 to 3,336,000. In rural nonfarm areas 
it increased by 22 percent, which was modest as 
compared with the 46 percent increase in urban 
areas. In the nonfarm areas as a whole (including 
both urban and rural nonfarm areas) the propor­
tion of the total nonwhite population rose from 
65 percent in 1940 to 78 percent in 1950. Among

1 Some portion of the farm-nonfarm and rural-urban 
shifts in population are accounted for by changes in defini­
tions between 1940 and 1950. See explanatory notes in the 
appendix.

2 Current Population Reports: Series P-20, Nos. 14 and 
28, Series P-25, No. 47, Series P-50, No. 10, and data from 
reports not yet released.
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production took place, and particularly for tion of households followed to some extent the pat­
tern of change observed for population. By 1950, 
two-thirds of the nonwhite households were urban, 
compared with little more than a half in 1940. Cor­
respondingly, the rural farm proportion declined 
from 31 percent of all nonwhite households in 1940 
to 17 percent in 1950.

The shifts that have occurred in the nonwhite 
households have brought about a distribution 
between farm and nonfarm areas which approxi­
mates more closely the distribution among white 
households. In 1950, the only significant differ­
ences remaining between the location of white and 
nonwhite households were found in the rural areas, 
particularly farm areas. About 18 percent of the 
nonwhite households lived in rural nonfarm areas, 
compared with about 20 percent of the white house­
holds. The rural nonfarm areas to a large extent 
have been developed in comparatively recent years 
and contain a considerable number of sub­
divisions from which nonwhite occupants have been 
excluded by means of restrictive practices against 
them. At the same time, 17 percent of the non­
white households still lived in farm areas compared 
with 14 percent of white households, despite the 
apparently more rapid shift of nonwhite house­
holds from farms to urban areas. Between 1940 
and 1950, farm households declined 36 percent for 
nonwhites but only 13 percent for whites. The 
marked tendency shown by nonwhites to move to 
urban rather than rural nonfarm areas has un­
doubtedly aggravated the congested conditions 
under which many of them were already living even 
before this influx.

Of the total nonwhite households in both rural 
and urban areas, the proportion found in the South 
dropped from 74 percent in 1940 to 66 percent in 
1950. If only urban areas are considered, however, 
the proportion of nonwhite households located in 
the South declined relatively less, from 57 to 54 
percent. This reflects the shift already cited of 
nonwhites from rural to urban areas within the 
South. The decrease in percentage of nonwhite 
urban households in the South was, to be sure, 
accompanied by gains in all other regions combined. 
The proportion of all urban nonwhite households 
located in these (non-southern) regions rose from 
43 percent in 1940 to 46 percent in 1950.

war
the first time in west coast localities such as Los
Angeles, the San Francisco Bay area, San Diego, 
Portland-Vancouver area, and Seattle.

Comparative Changes in Population 
and Households

Probably reflecting the added difficulties en­
countered by nonwhites in obtaining adequate 
housing accommodations, the 10 percent rate of 
increase in the number of dwelling units occupied 
by nonwhites failed to keep pace with the 15 per­
cent rate of increase in the nonwhite population 
over-all. While the total nonwhite population 
rose by 15 percent, the total number of nonwhite 
households increased only 14 percent. In urban 
areas the rate of increase in population was slightly 
higher than in households, but in rural nonfarm 
areas it was one-fourth again as great. In farm 
areas, on the other hand, the rate of decrease in 
nonwhite households, 36.4 percent, was far greater 
than the rate of decline in nonwhite population, 
29.8 percent. Meanwhile, the nonwhite popu­
lation per occupied dwelling unit remained stable, 
the median number at both census dates being 3.3 
for all nonwhite households and 3.8 for those in 
nonfarm areas.

The situation among nonwhites varies in several 
respects from the long-term trends evidenced for 
the total population since 1890. In every decade 
from 1890 to 1950 the rate of increase was greater 
for total occupied dwelling units than for total 
population. For the period since 1920 when non­
farm data first became available, this tendency has 
been even more pronounced for the nonfarm areas. 
For example, from 1930 to 1940 the total nonfarm 
population increased by 9.5 percent, while total 
nonfarm occupied dwelling units increased by 
over 19 percent. Similarly, from 1940 to 1950, 
the total number of occupied dwelling units in 
nonfarm areas increased by about 32 percent 
compared with a rise of 25 percent in the total 
nonfarm population.

Geographic Shifts in Households

Although the rates of increase in nonwhite house­
holds and population differed somewhat, the loca-

9



farm areas, where it had changed little. In non­
farm areas, non white married couples without 
their own household rose from 274,000 or 13.8 per­
cent in 1940 to 339,000 or 15.1 percent in 1950.

In the South doubling among both white and 
nonwhites was not as great as in the other regions 
combined. Only in the nonfarm South was dou­
bling among non whites less severe in 1950 than in 
1940. A large factor in these results were the 
migration trends.

HOUSING SUPPLY

The extensive and rapid population shifts, high 
levels of family formation, and rising employment 
and income all combined to create acute pressure 
upon the housing supply during much of the decade 
up to 1950. Despite many obstacles which im­
peded the production of housing during the period, 
home builders and investors performed creditably 
in expanding the housing supply, particularly since 
1946. The housing supply was expanded suffi­
ciently during the decade to meet in some fashion 
most of the burgeoning needs.

Overcrowding

The high proportion of doubling among non­
whites is undoubtedly a factor contributing to the 
overcrowding which is so marked in dwelling 
units occupied by this group. Overcrowding as 
evidenced by occupied dwelling units with more 
than 1.5 persons per room, or with less space than 
two-thirds of a room for each person, is far more 
prevalent among nonwhite than white households. 
Among nonfarm dwelling units occupied by non­
whites in 1950, about 18 percent were found to 
have more than one and one-half persons per room 
compared with only something over 4 percent of 
such units occupied by whites. Little change was 
evidenced since 1940 in overcrowding in dwellings 
occupied by nonwhites when a little over 18 percent 
also contained more than one and one-half persons 
per room, although the proportion of overcrowding 
among whites declined by almost one-third since 
1940. Thus, the most serious overcrowding condi­
tions were among nonwhites. Especially was this 
true for renters. Not only was the proportion of 
overcrowding among nonwhite renter-households 
some three and one-half times as high as among 
white renter-households in 1950, but for nonwhites 
it actually increased during the decade from 20 to 
23 percent.

That nonwhites tended to be more constricted in 
their living quarters than whites is brought out in 
another way by examination of the distribution of 
the number of rooms per occupied dwelling unit 
and the number of persons per household. Such 
data are not yet available by color from the 1950 
census, but the 1947 Sample Survey is revealing in 
this respect. While about 35 percent of the units 
occupied by white households contained six or 
more rooms, only 17 percent of the units occupied

Doubling

If the ebb and flow of doubling (i. e., households 
which contain, in addition to the head, one or more 
married couples) is taken as an indication of the 
availability of housing accommodations, the prog­
ress made especially in the closing years of the 
decade is impressive. Starting with 1,540,000 non­
farm families sharing quarters with others in 1940, 
the number of such families soared to 2,712,000 in 
1947. By 1950, however, the number had again 
declined to 1,919,000. Taking into account addi­
tions to the housing supply and the increases in 
number of households during the decade, the rate 
of doubling in 1950 was 6.4 percent of all nonfarm 
occupied dwelling units. This 1950 rate was as 
low as it had been at any time since 1910. (These 
figures include a small number of married couples 
in quasi-households.)

This improvement in the over-all situation ob­
scures the fact that the doubling picture among 
nonwhite families still remained bad. In 1950, 
there were 339,000 nonwhite families living doubled 
up with other nonfarm families, at a doubling rate 
of 15 percent, or nearly three times that for white 
families. In nonfarm areas, the incidence of dou­
bling among nonwhites was about two and one half 
times as great as among whites. Doubling was 
most severe in urban areas, for both whites and 
nonwhites. Of significance is the fact that between 
1940 and 1950 doubling had decreased propor- 
nately for whites in all areas of residence, but among 
nonwhites it had actually increased both numeri­
cally and proportionately, except in the rural non-
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by nonwhites were in this category. At the same 
time, 12 percent of the nonwhite households con­
sisted of seven or more persons as compared with 
only 5 percent of the white households. The median 
number of rooms in nonfarm dwelling units occu­
pied was 4.9 for whites and 3.9 for nonwhites, or a 
room less, on the average, for nonwhites. At the 
same time, the median number of persons per non­
farm unit occupied was practically the same for 
both. Analysis of related data suggests that it is 
unlikely that these relationships have changed 
much since 1947.

mation of income changes over the first half of the 
decade 1939-49 may be gained by comparing the 
1939 and 1945 data, bearing in mind the probable 
overstatement of the increase. Thus, the median 
civilian money earnings of $815 reported for non­
white civilian earners in 1945 was about double the 
median income of $371 shown for nonwhite wage 
and salary workers without other income in 1939. 
Since the distributions and medians for total money 
income in 1945 and 1949 resemble each other 
closely, it is probable that civilian money earnings 
in 1949 were also substantially higher than in 1939, 
as evidenced by the most nearly comparable data 
for that year—income from wages and salaries. In 
fact, nonfarm incomes for nonwhites were probably 
nearer three times higher in 1949 than in 1939. 
Further analysis indicates that the sharp rise in the 
earnings and income of nonwhite families probably 
narrowed the gap somewhat between the levels of 
white and nonwhite incomes but fell far short of 
erasing it.

The improvement over the decade in incomes of 
nonwhites resulted from significant shifts from em­
ployment on farm to employment at higher wage 
rates in factories and from considerable upgrading 
in type and level of jobs for both nonwhite men and 
women. In 1950, for example, 82.9 percent of all 
nonwhite employed persons were engaged as private 
wage and salary workers and as government workers 
as compared with 72.4 percent in 1940. The per­
centage of self-employed workers, however, de­
clined from 20.8 percent to 12.8 percent, and that 
of unpaid family workers from 6.8 percent to 4.2 
percent. The improved income situation among 
nonwhites arose in part from the large proportion 
of nonwhite families which customarily have two or 
more regular wage earners. According to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, “reconversion of indus­
try to peacetime activities brought no major down­
grading in the occupational composition of the 
Negro workers. This is especially significant in 
view of the concentration of wartime employment 
advances of Negroes in those occupations, indus­
tries, and areas in which the postwar readjustment 
was most severe.

Income
Concurrent with population growth and shifts, 

the rise in the income of nonwhite workers had a 
marked effect upon the physical condition, tenure, 
value, rent, and mortgage status of the housing 
supply available to them. Census estimates of the 
income distribution of nonfarm families for the year 
1949 show that approximately half of the nonwhite 
group had annual total money incomes of about 
$1,700 or more, and the other half below that 
figure. For whites, the halfway mark was about 
$3,400, twice as great. Approximately 19 percent 
of the nonwhite families, but 60 percent of the 
white families received incomes of $3,000 and over 
in 1949.

Income data for prewar years are not available 
for a direct comparison with the distribution of 
nonfarm families by total money income received 
in 1949. Conversely, it is impossible to show 1949 
income from wages and salaries which would afford 
a direct comparison with 1939 data collected by the 
Census Bureau. For 1945, however, information 
is available on civilian earnings, which differ from 
wages and salaries mainly in the inclusion of net 
income from self-employment.3 A rough approxi-

3 Differences in the income concept, in the size of the re­
spective samples, in coverage and in sampling error prevent 
exact comparison of these data. In 1939, for example, only 
income from wages and salaries was reported and persons 
who derived income from sources other than wages and sal­
aries were excluded. But the 1945 figures include, in addi­
tion to wages and salaries, net income from farm and non- 
farm self-employment (i. e., money income from a business 
or professional enterprise or farm in which the individual 
was engaged on his own account). Also the 1939 data in­
clude earners in quasi-households such as hotels and quarters 
for resident employees of institutions, but the 1945 data 
exclude such persons.

» 4

4 Monthly Labor Review, December 1947, p. 665.
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Condition and Facilities of Housing Analysis of the 1950 census data indicates that 
homes of nonwhite families continued to show a 
relatively greater degree of substandardness and 
need for improvement than did those of white 
families. In 1950, for example, 27 percent of the 
homes of nonwhites in nonfarm areas as compared 
with 5 percent of whites were dilapidated.6 Cor­
responding percentages for urban areas were 
somewhat lower while for rural nonfarm areas 
they were somewhat higher, for both nonwhite 
and white families. In urban areas, 30 percent of 
the nonwhite homes were not dilapidated but 
lacked either running water, private toilet, or 
bath, compared with 11 percent of urban white 
units in this category. An installed private bath­
tub or shower was not available to 40 percent of 
nonwhite families in urban places and to 94 percent 
of them in rural nonfarm areas; this facility was 
lacking to only 9 and 40 percent of white families 
in urban and rural nonfarm areas, respectively. 
While nearly 42 percent of nonwhite urban homes 
lacked the use of a private flush toilet, only 10 
percent of white units did not have this facility. 
As to piped running water, three-fourths of non­
white families in rural nonfarm areas, compared 
with only one-fourth of white families, had none at 
all; but in urban areas only 50 percent of non white 
families, compared with 87 percent of white 
families, had access to both hot and cold running 
water inside their homes.

As to electric lighting and central heating of 
dwellings, the 1947 sample survey provides the 
latest comparative data available by color of the 
occupants. There was a slight rise between 1940 
and 1947 in the proportion of the total nonfarm 
occupied dwelling units with electric lighting. 
However, this masks the sharper increase in the 
use of electric lighting which occurred in units 
occupied by nonwhite households during this 
period. While only about 60 percent of these 
units were equipped with such facilities in 1940, 
the proportion rose to 80 percent in 1947. Never- ' 
theless, the 20 percent of the dwellings occupied 
by nonwhites which did not have electric lighting 
was some ten times higher than the corresponding 
percentage for white households.

The figures shown in the 1947 Sample Survey 
indicate a considerably higher proportion of non-

The rise in incomes—approximately trebling for 
nonwhite families in nonfarm areas—was closely 
associated with general improvement in the condi­
tion and facilities of nonfarm dwelling units during 
1940-50.5 The extent of the improvement cannot 
be measured directly, however, since the census 
criterion for measuring quality of housing in 1950— 
whether or not a condition of dilapidation existed— 
differed from the 1940 criterion, which related to 
the general condition and the need for repairs. 
Some rough gauge of the improvement which oc­
curred, however, can be found through a compar­
ison of the availability of a private indoor flush 
toilet and private bathing facilities in 1940 and 
1950. Thus, the proportion of occupied nonfarm 
dwelling units with private indoor flush toilet in­
creased from 73 percent in 1940 to 80 percent in 
1950. The proportion of occupied nonfarm dwell­
ing units with a private bath or shower increased 
from 68 to 77 percent. Here again, the over-all 
improvement covers up the fact that as a group the 
nonwhites are much less well housed than the 
whites.

Various broad differentials in the quality of 
housing available to nonwhite families, as com­
pared with white families, were indicated by pre­
vious analyses of data from the 1940 census of 
housing and the 1947 sample survey. For ex­
ample, out of 32,354,000 occupied dwelling units 
in 1947, about 24,249,000, or 75 percent, were in 
good condition'or in need of minor repairs only 
and contained private bath and private flush 
toilet. In 1940, little over 60 percent of all oc­
cupied dwelling units fell into this category. In 
contrast, the proportion of dwelling units occupied 
by nonwhites which were in good condition and 
had private bath and private flush toilet rose from 
about 25 percent in 1940 to 39 percent in 1947. 
However, twice this proportion, or about 78 per­
cent, of nonfarm white households was living in 
such units at the time of the April 1947 survey; in 
1940, the proportion was 66 percent.

:'

'
1

5 Improvement in condition and facilities of housing ob­
served in terms of Census data (i. e., state of dilapidation and 
plumbing facilities) may be due in part to the effect of migra­
tion. However, data are not available to determine the ex­
tent to which the movement of nonwhites was from “poor” 
to “better” housing. /  See definition in the appendix.
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farm units occupied by nonwhites (about 72 per­
cent) to be without central heating in contrast 
to the comparable proportion for white house­
holds (about 40 percent). To some extent, how­
ever, geographic factors probably account for the 
large magnitudes involved. Because the larger 
proportion of nonwhite households is in the South 
where requirements for central heating equipment 
are less, the weight of such households contributes 
to the higher proportions of units without central 
heating occupied by nonwhites.

Finally, in nonfarm areas the proportion of 
homes lacking in any one or more standard facili­
ty (piped running water, private flush toilet, 
private bathtub or shower, electricity, central 
heating) was generally two to three times as high 
for dwelling units occupied by nonwhites as for 
those occupied by whites.

in 1950, and for the first time in the Nation’s 
history, nonfarm home owners exceeded renters. 
Not only did nonwhites participate in the general 
increase in home ownership in nonfarm areas, but 
the proportion of owner occupancy increased more 
sharply in this group than among whites. The 
rate of increase for whites was about 70 percent, 
but it rose about 93 percent for nonwhites.

Despite this sharp rise in nonfarm home owner­
ship, the majority of nonwhite families were still 
renters in 1950. The nonfarm proportion of non­
white households occupying rented dwelling units 
was approximately 65 percent compared with 45 
percent among white households. Thus, among 
nonfarm households, renters continued in predomi­
nance among nonwhites. (See table 15.) This 
fact, taken together with their position in the 
income scale, makes it clear that the rental market 
is of major importance in housing nonwhites.

Under normal circumstances home ownership is 
a desirable objective among families. If it results, 
however, from the necessity of buying as the only 
means of obtaining a home, the effects of such 
forced purchases may be deleterious in the years to 
come. Many families, including nonwhites, have 
been compelled to buy during the last decade in 
order to have a place to live despite their preference

Tenure

Other evidence of the impact of changes in the 
distribution of population and income upon the 
housing supply is shown in the changes which 
occurred in tenure during the 10-year period. The 
percentage of owner-occupied units in nonfarm 
areas rose from 41 percent in 1940 to 53 percent

� 	���  15.—  ��"��  �# ���"'���  ���#���  ��������  "��	��  -,  �����  �# ���"'��	��  #�� 	��  0��	��  +	�	�� � ����  ���  ����j

19401950

Total White NonwhiteNon whiteTotal White

(In thousands)

27, 748 25, 459 2, 2882, 993Total 36, 626 33, 632

10, 867 
14, 592

5461,055
1,938

11,413 
16, 335

Owner-occupied. 
Tenant-occupied

19, 528 
17, 098

18, 473 
15,159 1,742

(Percent)

100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0Total
42.7
57.3

23.941.153.3 54.9 35.2Owner-occupied. 
Tenant-occupied 76. 158.946.7 45.1 64.8

Sources: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1940 Housing Census, vol. II, “General Characteristics, Part I: United States Sum- 
7; 1950 Census of Housing, Preliminary Reports, “Housing Characteristics of the United States: Apr. 1,mary,” table 1 

1950,” Series
1,D. 1
HC-5, No. 1.
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homes owned by this group were mortgaged in 
1950 than in 1940, the percentages being 29.4 in 
1940 and 37.6 in 1950. Thus, the trend for all 
nonwhite mortgaged owned homes in the nonfarm 
area as a whole continued sharply upward. On 
the other hand, the proportion of all white non­
farm owned homes which were mortgaged declined 
slightly from 46 percent in 1940 to 44 percent in 
1950, and, as shown by census data for earlier 
years, thereby reversed the long-term uptrend. 
The mortgage status trends for white owned homes 
were similarly reversed in both urban and rural 
nonfarm areas. Only in the rural nonfarm areas 
was there a slight decline in the peicent of mort­
gaged nonwhite homes, from 15.8 to 14.5, between 
1940 and 1950.

Finally, it should be observed that although these 
data indicate improvement in the availability of 
mortgage financing to nonwhites during this decade 
mortgage financing is still less readily available to 
nonwhites than to whites.

to rent. Although some have been well able to 
undertake the financial obligations of home owner­
ship, others have been marginal buyers for whom 
the risks of home ownership are great because of 
their limited financial capacity or employment 
security.

It is especially difficult for nonwhites to acquire 
living quarters during periods of general housing 
shortage because of prevailing restrictions upon 
their occupancy as well as their relatively lower 
incomes. Provided these workers are able to main­
tain and further their economic advances and have 
fuller access to an expanding housing supply, the 
trend toward increased home ownership among 
nonwhites should continue and become more 
firmly established.

I

Mortgage Status of Owned Homes

The increase in the number and proportion of 
mortgaged homes owned by nonwhites in nonfarm 
areas accompanied, as was to be expected, the un­
precedented advance in home ownership made by 
them during the last decade. The improved in­
come situation of nonwhites, together with the 
fuller advantage taken of the liberalized Goven- 
ment aids in guaranteeing or insuring mortgage 
loans in serving nonwhite home purchases, in some 
measure offset the inflationary pressures in the 
housing market which caused the upward spiralling 
in the market value of homes available to them. 
During that period the number of nonwhites ac­
quiring home mortgages exceeded by far the num­
ber of existing owners paying off mortgages. 
Despite the substantial increase in mortgaged 
homes of nonwhites during the decade, it is of 
interest that in both urban and rural nonfarm areas 
the proportion of homes which were mortgaged 
still remained considerably smaller among non­
whites than among whites.

Thus, the reversal by 1950 in the long-term 
uptrend in the proportion of all owned homes in 
nonfarm areas which were mortgaged—a signifi­
cant development in the housing of the American 
family—was due almost entirely to the experience 
of white home owners. Reflecting in part the 
large number of homes newly acquired by non­
whites during the decade, proportionately more

Value of Owned Homes

The estimated market values of nonfarm homes 
occupied by nonwhite owners in 1950 were, like 
those of white owners, at the highest levels ever 
recorded. The values of white owned homes, 
however, still greatly exceeded those of nonwhite 
owned homes, being on the average more than 
two and one half times as great. In fact, market 
values of owned homes varied widely between 
white and nonwhite owners and, as well, between 
urban and rural nonfarm areas. The median 
average value was $3,000 for all nonwhite owners 
and $7,700 for all white owners in 1950. The 
median average value ranged from the $3,700 for 
nonwhites in urban areas to $8,700 for urban 
homes of white owners. Valued at $5,000 or more 
were over a fourth of the nonwhite and three- 
fourths of the white owned homes, while over three- 
tenths of the white and nearly one-tenth of the 
nonwhite-owned homes were valued at $10,000 or 
more. The disparities between the values of homes 
owned by nonwhite families and those owned by 
white families have considerably narrowed, how­
ever, during the 10-year period ended 1950, just 
was true of their family income distributions.

as
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The increase in values of nonfarm homes owned 
by nonwhites reflects the influence of several factors 
which operated in the housing market during the 
last decade, particularly in the postwar period. 
The improved economic situation among non­
whites enabled more of them to buy more houses 
of good quality and of higher values, some in the 
better class neighborhoods from which they were 
previously barred by various restrictions on the sale 
of properties to them. This movement to better 
neighborhoods has accelerated since May 1948 
when the United States Supreme Court prohibited 
judicial enforcement of racial restrictive covenants. 
New, better-quality and higher-value housing con­
structed and made available to nonwhite occu­
pancy in numerous localities North and South, 
although lelatively lesser in volume and lower in 
quality than that constructed and reserved for 
white occupancy, has helped to raise the average 
quality and value of the inventory of homes avail­
able to nonwhite ownership as well as rental. 
Finally, the improved economic situation of the 
nonwhite population and the outlawing of court 
enforcement of restrictive covenants against their 
residence in various areas have to some measure 
blunted the extreme detrimental effects of the 
filtration process in serving the housing needs ot 
this segment of the total population. The filtration 
process has heretofore served to confine the non­
white population in disproportionately large num­
bers to blighted and slum neighborhoods, com­
prising the preponderance of old and run-down, 
low-amenity properties left behind as white families 
moved on to occupy new and better quality housing 
available to them in the newer and exclusive 
neighborhoods.

tively.7 Thus, during the decade, the rise in me­
dian rents was 108 percent for nonwhites and 64 
percent for whites. About 42 percent of all non­
farm tenant-occupied dwelling units in 1950 fall 
into the monthly rent classes of $40 and over as 
compared with 15 percent in 1940. Accordingly, 
the proportion of renters who paid less than $20 
a month declined from 45 percent in 1940 to only 
19 percent in 1950. While almost half of the units 
occupied by nonwhite tenants in 1940 rented for 
less than $10 a month, by 1950, less than one-sixth 
were in this bracket. Despite this upward shift of 
monthly rents paid, nonwhite tenants are still 
largely concentrated in the middle and lower rent 
classes. Nearly two-thirds (64 percent) of them 
were living in units which rented for less than $30 
a month, while about one-third (35 percent) of the 
white tenant-occupied units were in the same ren­
tal range. While almost a fifth of nonwhite renters 
of nonfarm houses were paying $40 or more in 
1950, a larger proportion of them could and pre­
sumably will pay more as better housing becomes 
readily available to them.

A comparison of tables 19 and 20 shows similar 
patterns of change for both contract monthly 
rents and gross monthly rents from 1940 to 1950 
in the distribution and differentials of rentals 
paid by nonwhite and white renters, although the 
gross monthly rents are larger since they include 
estimates of the cost of water, gas, electricity, and 
other fuel paid for by the renter but not that por­
tion of the contract rent paid for the use of furniture.

CONCLUSIONS

The foregoing analyses show that over the past 
decade substantial improvements have been made 
in housing the nonwhite population. Despite the 
gains there still remain, however, broad differen­
tials in the housing supply available to nonwhite 
and white families with respect to the relative 
quantity, physical condition, value, rents, and other

7 The changes in rent scales shown here reflect moves 
from cheaper units to more expensive units as well as rent 
increases, and should not be confused with the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics rent index which attempts to measure the 
changes in the rent of identical or closely similar units.

Contract Monthly Rents

The (monthly contract) rents paid by nonwhite 
tenants in 1950 were substantially lower than those 
paid by whites, although the rental distribution for 
both groups showed greater proportions in the 
higher brackets than in 1940. The nonfarm me­
dian contract rent paid by nonwhites in 1950 was 
$25 compared with $37 for whites. In 1940, the 
corresponding medians were $10 and $23, respec-
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Census Reports Utilizedaround cities of 50,000 or more; (� ) and unincor­
porated places of 2,500 inhabitants or more outside 
of any urban fringe. The urban territory also in­
cludes incorporated towns of 2,500 inhabitants or 
more except in New England, New York, and 
Wisconsin, where towns are simply minor civil 
divisions of counties. The remaining areas were 
classified as rural, which was further subdivided 
into rural nonfarm and rural farm on the basis of 
farm residence. It might be noted further that the 
method of determining farm and nonfarm residence 
in the 1950 census differed somewhat from that 
used in earlier censuses. In 1950, dwelling units 
on farms for which cash rent was paid for the house 
and yard only were classified as nonfarm. Further­
more, dwelling units on institutional grounds and 
in summer camps, motels, and tourist camps were 
classified as nonfarm.

Under the new definition, many areas which 
were classified in 1940 as rural nonfarm—and 
would have remained so classified in 1950 under 
the old definition—were classified as urban in 1950. 
Thus, in making comparisons of 1950 and 1940 
housing data on the urban- and rural nonfarm- 
area bases it should be remembered that at least 
some portion of any observed changes may be due 
merely to differences in classification by area.

Comparisons based on the two broad area classi­
fications, farm and nonfarm, are roughly valid 
between 1940 and 1950. It will be noted that in 
the 1940 and 1950 tabulations on tenure shown in 
this analysis, occupied urban-farm units, totalling 
82,289 in 1940, were included in the nonfarm classi­
fication—in line with the new definition of urban 
areas as used in the 1950 census.

The reports of the Bureau of the Census, from 
which the preceding notes were extracted and the 
statistical data used in the analysis were compiled, 
are as follows:

Seventeenth Census of the United States, 1950:
Census of Housing, Preliminary Reports:

Series HC 5, No. 1—Housing Charac­
teristics of the United States: April 1, 
1950.

Series HC 5, No. 3—Housing Charac­
teristics, By Regions: April 1,1950.

Census of Population, Preliminary Reports:
Series PC 7, No. 1—General Charac­

teristics of the Population of the 
United States, April 1, 1950.

Series PC 7, No. 2—Employment and 
Income in the United States, By 
Regions 1950.

Series PC 7, No. 3—General Charac­
teristics of the Population, By Re­
gions, April 1, 1950.

Series PC 14, No. 1—Population of 
Standard Metropolitan Areas and 
Cities of 50,000 or More, By Color, 
1950 and 1940.

Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940:
Housing: Vol. II—General Characteris­

tics, Part I, United States Summary.
Housing: Vol. Ill—Characteristics by 

Monthly Rent or Value, Part I, United 
States Summary.

Housing: Vol. IV—Mortgages on Owner- 
Occupied Nonfarm Homes, Part I, 
United States Summary.

APPENDIX B—STATISTICAL TABLES

Definitions and Explanatory Notes, and should be 
reviewed before detailed use of the tables is made. 
It will be noted, also, that the tables show much 
more detail than does the analysis; consequently, 
they may serve as the bases of additional and more 
detailed analyses of the housing characteristics 
which are the subject of the present study.

The statistical tables presented herein show the 
basic housing data utilized in the present analysis. 
The data were compiled from various reports and 
releases of the United States Bureau of the Census. 
Each table contains specific footnotes relating to its 
contents. General notes on the over-all nature and 
limitation of the data are included in appendix A,
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Rural.........................

15.7 27.5 1.984.3 72.5 98. 1

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

31.3 66.6 68.7 72.7 33.427.3
27.5 58.8 72.5 75.8 41.224.2

48.723.5 20.5 51.3 76.5 79.5
40.0 60.0 15.935.7 84.1 64. 3

Farm.................................
Percentage distribution, 1940 (race 

by regions):
United States...........................

Nonfarm...........................
Urban.......................
Rural.........................

51.7 44.6 95.2 48. 3 55.4 4.8

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

25.631.6 26.8 74.4
63.4

68.4 73.2
75.0 36.625.0 21. 3 78.7

43.720.5 56.3 79.5 82. 817.2
16.037.1 84.0 62.9 67.132. 9

Farm 54. 1 45.9 53.4 5.646.6 94.4

# � ��� �—Data for 1950 arc preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. Sec 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.

20



i
� 	���  2.—!�"������� , -,  ���������  ���  �����  #��  	��  0��	��  +	�	��  ���  �'���#���  ������� � ����  ���  ����

[Number in thousands]I:
The SouthAll regions Other regions

l Subject and area
Non­
white

Non­
white

Non-
whiteTotal White Total White WhiteTotalj

i

United States, 1950
Nonfarm...........

Urban........
Rural.........

42, 520 
36,611 
28,108 
8, 503 
5, 908 

34, 949 
27, 874 
20, 648 

7, 226 
7, 074 
100.0

������  
������  
���  		�  
��  ���
��  ���  

���	��  
���  	��  
���  ���

	�  		�  
	�  ���  
�����

��  ���  
��  ���  
��  ���

���  ���  
�����  
	�  	��
��  ��	  
����	

���  ���  
	�  	�	
��  ���  
��  ���  
��	��  
�����

���  ���  
��  ���  
��  ���  
��  	��  
�����  
�����  
��  ��	  
���	�  
��  ���  
��  		�  
����  �

��  ���  
�����  
�����

���  ���  
�	�  ���  
������  

��  ���
��  ���  

���  	��  
������  
�	�  ���
��  	��
��  ���  
�����

28, 474 
25,517 
20, 342 

5,175
2, 956 

23, 785 
20, 383 
15, 773
4,610
3, 401 
100. 0

1,251 
1,214 
1,132

656 574 82
Farm.................

United States, 1940
Non farm...........

Urban........
Rural..........

639 602 37i
3, 269 
2, 265 
1,706

2, 410 
1,460

859
805

980 726
559 480 79Farm....................... .

Percentage distribution, 1950
Non farm...........................

Urban.........................
Rural..........................

1,004 
100. 0

950 54
100.0 100.0

86. 1 86.4 82.9 77.2 77.6 75. 8 89.9 89.6 97.0'
66.1 66.2' 65.4 51.8 51.6 52.7 72.2 71.4 90.5

' 20.0 20.2 17.5 25.4 25. 9 23.1 17.7 18.2 6.5Farm................................
Percentage distribution, 1940

Nonfarm...........................
Urban.........................
Rural..........................

13.9 13.6 17.1 22,8 22.4 24.2 10.1 10.4 3.0
100.0 100. 0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0
79.8 80.8 69.3 64.9 66. 2 60. 6 86.0 85.7 93.7
59. 1 59. 8 52.2 40. 3 40. 1 40.7 66.9 66.3 84.5
20,7 21. 0 17. 1 24. 6 26. 1 19.9 19.1 19.4 9.2Farm........................................

Percent change, 1940-50:
United States...........................
Nonfarm...................................

Urban................ ...............
Rural.................................

Farm..........................................
Percentage distribution, 1950 

(within regions):
United States...........................
Nonfarm...................................

Urban.................................
Rural..................................

20.2 19.2 30.7 35.1 33.8 39.4 14.0 14.3 6.3

21.7 22.4 14. 4 24.2 30.6 3.2 25.0 19,7 45.6
31.3 30.9 36, 8 47.8 53.0 29. 1 26.2 25,2 50. 1
36. 1 35.5 43.2 59.9 68.0 33.8 30.2 29. 0 72.3
17.7 17.7 17.4 27. 9 29.9 19. 6 12.1 12.3 3.8

-16.5 -13.2 -36.4 -19.4 -13.3 -36. 6 -13.4 13. 1 -31.5

100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100. 0

91.2 8. 8 100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0

80.6 19.4 100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

95.8 4.2
91.5 8. 5 80.9 19. 1 95. 5 4.5
91. 3 8.7 80.2 19.8 94.7 5.3
92.3 7.7 82.3 17.7 1.698.4

Farm.........................................
Percentage distribution, 1940 

(within regions):
United States...........................
Non farm...................................

Urban...........................
Rural..................................

89.2 10.8 79.4 20.6 98.8 1.2

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

90.6 9.4 100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0

76.6 23.4 100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

96.5 3.5
91.9 8.1 78.2 21. 8 96.2 3.8
91.7 8.3 76.4 23.6 95.6 4.4
92.3 7.7 81. 1 18.9 98.3 1.7

Farm.........................................
Percentage distribution, 1950 

(race by region):
United States......................
Nonfarra...................................

Urban........ ......................
Rural..................................

85.8 14.2 73.7 26.3 1.698.4

100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0

30.1 26.6 66.5 69. 9 73.4 33.5
27.0 23. 9 60.8 73.0

76.4
76.1 39.2

23.6 20.7 53.7 79.3 46.3
38.2 34. 1 87.5 61. 8 65.9 12.5

Farm.........................................
Percentage distribution, 1940 

(race by region):
United States...........................
Nonfarm...................................

Urban.................................
Rural..................................

43.949.4 94.2 50.6 56.1 5.8

100.0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0

100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0

100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0

29. 5 24. 9 73.7 70.5 75.1 26.3
24. 0 20.4 64.5 76.0 

79. 9
79.6 35.5

20.1 16.7 57.4 83.3 42.6
35.1 30.9 85. 9 64.9 69. 1 14. 1

Farm 51.2 44. 0 94.6 48.8 56.0 5.4

� ��� �—Data for 1950 are preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. See 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.
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I Other regionsThe SouthAll regions

Non­
white

Non­
white

Non­
white

Subject and area WhiteTotalWhiteTotalTotal White ’

:
Number in thousands

962���  	��  
���  ���  

�����  
���  �	�  
���  ���  
�����  

�	�  	��  
���  	��  
�����  
��  ���  
�����

���  ���  
���  ���  

�����  
������  
���  ���  

�����  
���  ���  
�	�  ���  

�����  
��  �	�  
��  �	�

��  ��	  
��  ���

�����
��	��

���  ���  
������

���  ���  
���  ���  

��  �	�  
���  ���  
���  ���  

�����  
���  ���  
�����	  
�����  
��  ���  
	���	

���  ���  
���  	��  

���	�  
���  ���  
�	����  

��  ���  
����	�  
���  �	�  
�����  
	�  ���  
	�  ��	

2, 815 
2, 412

United States, 1950.........................
With own household...............
Without own household..........
Nonfarm, 1950.........................

With own household.......
Without own household..

Urban, 1950.........................
0��1  own household.......
Without own household..

Rural Nonfarm, 1950........
With own household.... 
Without ���  household..

Farm, 1950...............................
With ���  household.......
Without own household..

United States, 1940.........................
With ���  household...............
Without own household..........
Nonfarm, 1940.........................

With own household.......
Without own household..

Urban, 1940.............................
With ���  household..... 
Without own household..

Rural Nonfarm, 1940........
With own household.......
Without own household..

Farm, 1940...............................
With own household.......
Without own household.. I

��� �
���������	����� ����	�  ���  

	�  ���
�����  
��  ��	

�����  
��  ���

��  ���  
����� ���

��� ���� ���������
i�����������  

��  ��	
��  ���  
��  ���

�����
����� ��� ����

�������	���	��� ��������  	��  
�����

��  ���  
�����

���
����	���� �����	 �������	 ������� ���

����  	��  
��  ���

��� ��  	��  
��  ���

����	
�����

��  	��  
��  �	�

��  ���  
��  ���

��  ���  
��  ���

���
��������

	����� �	����	� �����	 ���
	�����  ��	  

���  ���  
��  ���  

�	�  ���  
���  ���

���  �	�  
���  ��	  
���	�  

�	�  ���  
���  ���  
�����  

���  ���  
���  ���

�����
��	��

��  	��  
��  ���

	�  ���  
	�  ���

������  
�	�  ���  

��  ��	  
���  ���  
���  ���  

�����  
�	�  ���  
���  ���  
�����  
��  ���  
��  ���

�	�  ���  
���  ��	  
��	��  

���  ���  
���  ���  
�����  

���  �		  
���  ���  
����	  
��  ���  
��  ���

��  ���  
����� ��� ��������� 	�� ���

�	��������  ���  
��  ���

��  ���  
��  ���

�����
����� ������

�������	��� ������
��	���  	��  

�����	
��  	��  
��  ���

	������� ��  ���  
��  ���i ���������

�������� ��������� ���
�� ���  �	�  

��  ���
��  ���  
��  ���

��	��� ��  ���  
��  ���

�����
��	�� ������	� ����� ����	��� ������ ��� ��

��  ���  
��  ���

����  �	�  
��  ���

��  ���  
��  �	�

���	�  ��	  
��  ���

��  ���  
��  ���

��� �����  
��  ��� ��������

��� ��� ��������� ��� �� ���

Percent change, 1940-50

58.223.7 22. 6United States, 1950.........................
With own household...............
Without own household..........
Nonfarm, 1950.........................

With own household.......
Without own household..

29.8 2.923. 9
24. 4
16.4
34.4

24. 5 16.9 24.2
50.023.7 22. 925.4 13.0 26. 1 32. 4 1. 3

103. 217.5—3.0 17.4 
30. 3

23. 811.4 47.8 2. 5
83.829.6 28.433.7 42.5 49. 3 

52.7
53.6

28.7 57.231.2 29. 535.1 34.7 40.3 57. 3
102.223.356.2 7.9 23.0 29. 924.6 19.4 12.0

Percentage distribution—household status by region and race

100.0 100.0United States, 1950.........................
With own household...............
Without own household..........
Nonfarm, 1950.........................

With own household..... 
Without own household..

Urban, 1950.............................
With own household.......
Without own household..

Rural Nonfarm, 1950..............
With own household.......
Without own household..

Farm, 1950...............................
With own household.......
Without own household. .|

100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
93.6 94.2 80. 193. 6 93.5 88.694.3 85.7 94.6

5.8 19.96.46.4 5.7 14.3 6.5 5.4 11.4
100.0 100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

80.294.293.6 88.2 93.694.3 84.9 93.7 94. 8
5.8 19. 86.46.4 5.7 11.815.1 6.3 5.2

100.0 100. 0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
93.8 80.286.0 93.193.0 93. 9 83.2 92.7 94.0
6.2 19.86.913.87.0 6. 1 16.8 7.3 6.0

100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0
95.5 79. 695. 395.4 95.7 92.991. 3 95.7 96. 1

4. 5 20.44.74.6 4.3 8.7 7.14.3 3.9
100.0 100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
94.1 81.893.993.5 94. 1 88.9 93. 1 94. 1 89.3
5.9 18.26.110.76.5 5.9 11.1 6.9 5.9
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����  ���  ���� —Continued������� ,

The South Other regionsAll regions

Subject and area
Non-
white

Non­
white

Non­
white WhiteWhite TotalTotalWhiteTotal

Percentage distribution—household status by region and race—Continued

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0United States, 1940.........................
With own household......... .
Without own household..........
Nonfarm, 1940 ..........................

With own household.......
Without own household..

Urban, 1940.............................
With own household.......
Without own household..

Rural Nonfarm—1940............
With own household.......
Without own household..

Farm, 1940. .............................
With own household__ _
Without own household..

100.0 100.0
90.0 93.6 93.9 84.593.6 88.6 92.2 92.793.2

6.17.8 7.3 10.0 6.4 15.56.8 6.4 11. 4
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100. 0 100.0 100.0 10. 00 100.0
91.6 92.5 87.5 93.6 93.9 83.993.6 86.293.1

6.4 16. 16.9 13.8 8.4 7.5 12. 5 6. 16.4
100.0 100.0 100.0

91.5
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0

92. 6 90.2 85.1 93.2 93.6 83.893.2 84.5
6.47.4 6. 8 15.5 9.8 8.5 14.9 6.8 16.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0
94.5 94. 8 93.7 92.3 95.0 95.2 84.791.1 93.9
5.5 15.35.2 8.9 6.3 6. 1 7.7 5.0 4. 8

100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
84. 4 
15.6

93. 4 93.5 93.2 93.2 93.0 93.7 93.7 93.8
6. 6 6.5 6.8 6.3 6.3 6.26.8 7.0

Percentage distribution—regions by race

���� ��� ���� �����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
����  �  
�����
�����  �
�����  �

�	�  � ���United States, 1950.........................
With own household. ...............
Without own household...........
Nonfarm, 1950..........................

With own household..........
Without own household. .

Urban, 1950... ......................
With own household......
Without own household...

Rural Nonfarm, 1950...............
With own household......
Without own household.,.

Farm, 1950........................
With own household......
Without own household. . .

United States, 1940.........................
With own household.................
Without own household...........
Nonfarm, 1940. .........................

With own household..........
Without own household. . .

Urban, 1940...............................
With own household..........
Without own household. . .

Rural Nonfarm, 1940...............
With own household..........
Without own household. . .

Farm, 1940.................................
With own household..........
Without own household. ..

�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
����  �  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����  
�����
�����  �
�����  �
�����  � 
�����  � 
�����  �
100.0 !
100.0 , 
100.0 :

100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0
100.0 i 
100.0 
100. 0
100.0 ! 
100. 0 
ioo.o ; 
100. 0

82.8
3.492.7 7.3 83.7 16.3 96.6

30. 5 87.8 12.282.2 17.8 69. 5
92.5 7.5 16.2 95.8 

96. 4 
86. 9 
95. 0
95.7 
85. 6
98.8 ! 
99.0 !
94.7 |
98.8 !

4. 283. 8
15. 2 3.693.2 6.8 84.8

69.7 30.3 13. 182.3 17.7
92.2 7.8 83. 1 16.9 5.0

15.7 
32. 1 
14. 8 
14.4 !
24. 1 |

4. 393.0 7.0 84. 3 
67. 9 
85.2
85. 6 
75. 9
79. 5
80. 4 f

81.2 18.8 14. 4
93. 6 1.26.4 1 Of

1.093.9 6.1 1 5.387.9 12.1 Jfii

1. 289.2 10.8 20. 5
89.7 10. 3
81. 5
91. 6
92.0 
85.9
93.0 
93.5 | 
85.9 i
92. 8 i

18. 5 68.1
8. 4
8.0

14. 1 ! 100. 0 
100. 0 
100 
100. •
1 or>. 0

7.0
6. 5 

14. I

� ��� �—Data for 1950 are preliminary sample < 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm famil; 
the appendix for general definitions and explanation; 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.
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Rural nonfarmUrbanTotal nonfarm

Item, race, and residence
Percent Number PercentNumberNumber Percent

Part 1—1950 >

Population in dwelling units (000): 
Total...................................... �����	  

���  ���  
��  ���

����� ���  ���  
���  ���  

��  ���
121,740 
110, 342 
11,399

100.0 100.0
91.490. 490.6White........................ .............................

+���1��2 ................................................
Number of occupied dwelling units (000): 

Total................................................................

9.69.4 8.6

100.0 28,108 
25, 730 

2, 378

100.0 8, 518 
7, 902

100.036, 626 
33, 632 
2, 993'

91. 8 91.5White.............................................
Nonwhitc.........................................

Population per occupied dwelling unit: 
Total........................................................

92.8
8.58.1 615 7.2

3. 3 3.53.3
01��2� ... 
Nonwhitc.

3.3 3.2 3.4
3.8 3.7 4. 2

Part 11—1940 » r

;-Population total (000): 
Total......................... !101, 453 

92, 752 
8, 701

100. 0 74, 424 
67, 973 

6, 451

100.0 27, 029 
24, 779 
2, 251

7, 152 
6, 591

100.0
White....................................................
Nonwhitc...............................................

Number of occupied dwelling units (000): 
Total...............................................................

91.4 91.3 91.7
8. 6 8.7 8.3 s

27, 748 
25, 459 
2,289

100.0 20, 596 
18, 868 
1,728

100.0 100.0
White..............................................................
Nonwhitc......................................................

Population per occupied dwelling unit (000):. 
Total...................................................... ............

91.8 91. 6 92.2 .
8.2 8.4 561 7.8

3.7 3.6 3.8
White.... 
Non white

3.6 3.6 3. 8 !
3.8 3.7 4. 0 •*.

;Population per dwelling unit as computed from the total population in 1940, overstates slightly the actual number of 
persons in dwelling units because it includes some persons who lived in places not classified as dwelling units, but in large room­
ing houses, hotels, and institutions. This group is so small, relatively, that the trend of the figures from 1940 to 1950 is not 
significantly affected.

� ��� �—Data for 1950 are preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. Sec 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding

Source: Bureau of the Census.
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����  ���  ����

Total nonfarm Urban Rural nonfarm

Persons in dwelling units
Non­
white

Non­
white

Non-
whiteTotal White WhiteTotal Total White

Part 1—1950

Total occupied dwelling units, 
number ,(000)..............................

Percent of total................................
1 person....................................
2 persons...................................
3 persons...................................
4 persons................. .................
5 persons...................................
6 persons...................................
7 persons...................................
8 persons................... «..............
9 persons...................................
10 persons or more..................

Median number of persons.

Total owner-occupied dwelling 
units, number (000).,.................

Percent of total.................................
1 person.....................................
2 persons...............................
3 persons...................................
4 persons................................
5 persons................. ..................
6 persons...................................
7 persons...................................
8 persons................................. ..
9 persons...................................
10 persons or more..................

Median number of persons.

Total tenant-occupied dwelling 
units, number (000)....................

Percent of total............ .«................
1 person. ,.................................
2 persons................. ..................
3 persons...............................
4 persons...................................
5 persons...................................
6 persons................. ..................
7 persons...................................
8 persons...................................
9 persons. ...........,. ................
10 persons or more..................

Median number of persons.

36, 626 33, 633 2, 993 25, 73028,108 2, 378 8, 518 7, 903 615

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
9.8 9.5 12.4 9. 8 9.5 12.4 9.7 9. 5 12. 2

28. 6 28.7 27. 0 28.9 29.1 27.6 27.3 27.6 24.4 
18. 223.0 23.4 18.2 23.4 23.8 18.1 21.7 22.0

19.0 19. 4 14.2 19.3 19.7 14.8 18.1 18.6 11.4
10. 1 10. 1 10.7 9.8 9.8 10.7 11.0 11.0 1. 4
4.9 4.8 5.7 4.6 4.5 5.2 6.0 5. 9 8.0
2.3 2. 1 4.3 2.1 1.9 4. 1 3.0 2.8 5.0
1.2 1.0 3.5 1.1 .9 3.4 1.6 1.3 4.2
.5 .5 1.5 .5 .4 1.4 .7 .6 2.0
. 7 .5 2.6 .6 2. 1 1.0. 4 .7 4.2

3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.1 3. 2

19, 528 18, 473 1,055 14, 195 13, 420 775 5, 332 5, 053 279

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
7.3 7. 3 8.1 6.5 6.5 7.5 9.5 9.5 9.7

27.8 27.8 27.9 27.3 27.3 27.1 29.1 29.0 29. 7
23.0 23.2 19.1 23. 6 23.8 19. 4 21. 5 21.6 18. 6
19. 8 20. 2 12.4 20.5 20.9 13.5 17,7 18.2 9. 3
11.6 11. 6 11.7 11.7 11.7 11.7 11.2 11.2 11.5
5.5 5. 5 6.5 5.4 5.3 6. 3 6.0 5.9 6. 8
2.5 2. 3 5.7 2.4 2.2 5.3 2.7 2.4 6. 8
1.3 1.1 3.9 1.3 1.2 3.9 1.2 1.0 3. 9
.6 .5 2.4 .6 .5 2.5 .7 .6 2. 5
.6 . 5 2.4 .7 .6 2.7 .5 .5 1. 4

3. 1 3. 1 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.0 3.1

17, 098 15, 160 1, 938 13,913 12, 311 1,602 3,185 2, 849 336

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
14. 6 
19. 9

12.6 12. 3 14.8 13.1 12.9 14. 9 10.0 9.5
29.5 29. 9 26.5 30.6 31.0 27.9 24.5 25.0
22. 9 23.6 17.6 23.1 23.8 17. 6 22.0 22.5 18. 2
18.1 18. 5 15. 1 18.0 18.3 15.5 18.6 19. 3 13. 1
8.4 8.2 10.1 7. 9 7.7 10.2 10. 6 10.7 9.5
4.2 4.0 5.4 3.7 3.6 4. 6 6.1 5.8 8.9
2.0 1.8 3.6 1.7 1.5 3.6 3.5 3.4 3. 6
1.2 .9 3.4 .9 .6 3.1 2.2 2.0 4. 5
.4 . 4 1.0 . 4 .3 .9 .7 .6 1. 5
.7 .4 2.7 .4 .3 1.9 1.7 1.2 6.5

2. 8 2. 8 3. 0 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.2 3.4
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� 	���  8-—���'������  �# ����  ��  �����,  �������  ��	��"	  �	���  ������  -,  ����  ��  �����,  ������  ��  ��.�  ��	�  ��;�����  
�������  -,  ��;�����  ����,  ��������  ��  �����  -,  ������  #��  	��  0��	��  +	�	��

1945 21939 »

i
Wage or salary workers without 
other income by money wage or 

salary level
Civilian earners by civilian money 

earnings levelSpecified type of income level
i

White NonwhiteWhite Nonwhite TotalTotal

Percent 8..
Loss..........

SI to S999............
51, 000 to SI. 999,
52, 000 to S2, 499, 
$2, 500 to S2, 999, 
$3, 000 to S3, 999 
S4, 000 to $4, 999 
$5, 000 and over.

Median............

100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
.6 .6 .9

56.555.9 51.9 90.3 34.0 31.2
27.1 28.033.1 35.9 8.9 27.1

6.4 .6 12.6 13.0 9.05.8
.1 9.1 9.9 3.02.1 2.4

10.3 11.31.8 2.1 .1 2.2
.5 3.0 3.3 .2.5

3.6.7 .7 3.3 .3
SI, 689$885 $964 $371 SI, 575 S815

1 Data for 1939 exclude persons who derived income of $50 or more from sources other than wages and salaries and second­
ary families and individuals in households, such as lodgers and servants; but they include earners in quasi-households, such as 
hotels and quarters for resident employees of institutions.

2 Data for 1945 include, in addition to wages and salaries, net income from farm and nonfarm self-employment (i.e., money 
income from a business or professional enterprise or farm in which the individual was engaged on his own account); but they 
exclude earners in quasi-households (hotels, etc.).

3 Figures do not add to totals because of rounding. '
� ��� �—These figures are estimates derived from separate samples prepared in 1939 and 1945 by the Bureau of the Census. 

They are subject, therefore, to sampling variation which may be relatively large where the size of the percentage, or the size of 
the total on which the percentage is based, is small. For example, the figures for nonwhite workers in 1939 and nonwhitc 
civilian earners in 1945 are subject to larger sampling variations than corresponding figures for whites. In addition, as in all 
field surveys of income, the data are subject to errors of reporting.

� �����   Wage and salary income data for 1939 are from the Bureau of the Census, The Labor Force (Sample 
Statistics), Wage or Salary Income in 1939. Civilian money earnings data for 1945 are derived from Bureau of the Census, 
Family and Individual Income in the United States: 1945, Series P-60, No. 2, Mar. 2, 1948.
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� 	���  9.—<�'��,���	  �	�	"�  �# 	��  '�'"��	����  -,  ���������  ���  �����  #�� 	��  0��	��  +	�	��  ���  �'���#���  ������� �
����  ���  ���� 9  Continued

;*
The South Other regionsAll regions

Residence and employment status
Non­
white

Non­
white

Non­
white White Total WhiteTotalWhiteTotal

i

Percentage distribution—rregions by race—Continued

•• United States, 1950—Continued 
Farm:

Total, 14 years and over....
Total labor force...................

Civilian labor force...........
Employed........................
Unemployed...................

Not in labor force.................
United States, 1940:

Total, 14 years and over.........
Total labor force.......................

Civilian labor force...............
Employed..............................
Unemployed..........................

Not in labor force......................

12.3 76.7 100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

98.7 1.387.7 100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

23.3100,0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

12.2 76.4 23.6 98. 6 1.487.8
76.4 98.6 1.487.8 12.2 23.6

12.2 76.3 98.6 1.487.8 23.7
79.089.3 10.7 21.0 96. 6 3.4< 12.5 77.087.5 23.0 98.8 1.2

90.4 9.6 100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

76.8 100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

3.8100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

23.2 96.2
89.4 10.6 73.9 26.1 95.9 4.1
89.3 10.7 73. 8 26.2 95.9 4.1

73.789.6 10.4 26.3 96.6 3.4
87.6 12.4 74.1 25.9 92.1 7.9
91.6 8.4 79.8 20.2 96.6 3.4

� ��� �!—Data for 1950 arc preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. See 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.
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� 	���  10.—�����  �# ������  �# ��'��,��  '������ , -,  �����  #�� 	��  0��	��  +	�	��  ���  �'���#���  ������� � ����  ���  ����

The South Other regionsAll regions

Class of Worker
Non-
White

Non-
White

Non-
WhiteTotalTotal White WhiteTotal White

Number (000)

1950
3,47516,516 13, 041 39, 327 37, 447 1,880Total, 5, 35555, 843 50, 488

28, 815 
3, 847 
6, 093

8, 277 
1,458 
2, 884

2, 394 27, 251 
3, 643 
5, 993

1,5643, 958 10,671
1,738
3,470

Private wage and salary worker.. .
Government workers.......................
Self-employed workers.....................
Unpaid family workers....................

35, 528 
5,101 
8, 877

39, 486 
5, 585 
9, 563 
1,209

280 204484
586 100686

572 561421 216 11227 637982

1940
10, 065 3, 590 31, 233 30,160 1,0734, 663 13, 65540, 225Total, 44, 888

}23, 725 
5, 829

{ 5, 675 2, 302 22,144 
2, 520 
5, 949

7, 977 
1,047 
3, 809

Private wage and salary worker. ..
Government workers......... ..............
Self-employed workers.....................
Unpaid family workers....... ...........

������  
��  �	�  
��  ���  
�����

����  ���
�����  
��  ���

�����  ��	 ������
������	� ����	�

��� 	�� 	�� �	��� ������

Percentage distribution

1950
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0

68.9 73.3 72.8 83.2Private wage and salary worker...
Government workers................... ....
Self-employed workers................ ..
Unpaid family workers...................

70.4 64.6 63.570.7 73.9
8.1 9.8 9.7 10.910.0 10.1 9.0 10.5 11. 2

15.5 16.0 5.317.6 21.0 22.1 16.917.1 12.8
6.2 1. 5 1.5 .63.9 3.22.2 1.9 4.2

1940
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

{ 56.4 64.1 70.9 IPrivate wage and salary worker.. .
Government workers..................... ..
Self-employed workers....................
Unpaid family workers....................

67.1 } 58.4 78.7 87.375.4 72.4 7.7 9.1 3.8 8.17.9
23.7 19.0 19.3 11.227.9 29.421.7 21.8 20.8

1.55.1 8.4 2.0 2.02.8 6.8 6.03.2

� ��� �—Data for 1950 are preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. 
See the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.

33



f
.(I .

';
� 	���  13.— ����	  #�����	���  ��  ���"'���  ���#���  ��������  "��	��  -,  ���� , 	��"���  ���  ����������  #��  	��  0��	��  +	�	�� � ���� :■

i •!
;Rural nonfarmUrbanTotal nonfarm :
iToilet facilites Non-

white
Non-
white

Non-
white

Total WhiteWhiteTotalWhiteTotal
i

:Total occupied dwelling units,
number (000).............................

Number reporting (000)..............

Percent of total..............................
Flush toilet, inside structure, ex­

clusive use..................................
Flush toilet, inside structure

shared............................... .
Other toilet facilities (including

privy)............................................
No toilet..........................................

6152, 378 
2, 344

100.0

8,518 
8, 448

7, 903 
7,838

25, 730 
25, 538

28,108 
27, 882

2, 993 
2, 954

100.0

33, 633 
33, 376

100.0

36, 626 
36, 330 610 :::100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0

7.255.6 59.389.6 58.486.947.979.6 82.4
: 1.7 1.811.24.9 !4.6 8.9 5.54.2
:

82.336.629.1 39.95.014.6 40.0 7.0! 12. 4
10.52.9 2.31.3.51.1 1.0 3.2 .6

Total owner-occupied dwelling
units, number (000)..................

Number reporting (000)............... .

Percent of total..............................
Flush toilet, inside structure, ex­

clusive use...................................
Flush toilet, inside structure

shared .........................................
Other toilet facilities (including

privy)..........................................
No toilet......................................... .

Total tenant-occupied dwelling
units, number (000).................. .

Number reporting (000)................

Percent of total.............................. .
Flush toilet, inside structure, ex­

clusive use....................................
Flush toilet, inside structure,

shared......................................... .
Other toilet facilities, (including

privy)..........................................
No toilet......................................... .

279775 5, 332 
5, 296

5, 053 
5, 020

1,055
1,039

13,420 
13, 341

19, 528 
19, 400

18, 473 
18, 361

14,195 
14,104 276763

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0100.0 i

!f 9. 868.3 61.9 64.883.6 52.785.4 91.8 93.1

:1.6 1.0 1.01.3 2.21.3 1.5 1.4 .
29.0 35.2 32.6 82.614.1 12.5 43.2 6.3 5.0

2.4 .5 1. 9 1.6 7.6.9 .8 .5 . 5 j

17, 098 
16, 931

33615,160 
15, 016

1,938
1,915

100.0

13,913 
13, 778

12, 311 
12,197

1,602 
1, 581

3,185 
3,153

100.0

2, 849 
2,819i 334

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

75.1 78.9 45.2 82.0 85.7 53.7 44. 9 49.6 5.1 j!■

i8.3 12.87.7 9.5 8.7 15.6 2.9 3.2
i: :15.2 12.2 38.3 7.7 5.0 29.1 47. 8 82.043.7:: s1.4 1.2 3.6 .7 .6 1.6 4.5 3.5 12. 9

� ��� �—Data for 1950 are preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. Sec 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census. I
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� 	���  14. ��	��  �"''�,  ��  ���"'���  ���#���  ��������  "��	� � -,  ���� � 	��"�� � ���  ����������  #�� 	��  0��	��  +	�	���
����

Total nonfarm Urban Rural nonfarm

Water supply =
!Non-

White
Non-
White

Non-
White

Total White Total White Total White

:Total occupied dwelling units,
number (000).............................. .

Number reporting (000).................

Percent of total............ ......... ... „,
Hot and cold running water, inside

structure........................................
Only cold running water, inside

structure.................................... ..
Piped running water, outside

structure.........................................
No piped running water.................

Total owner-occupied dwelling
units, number (000).....................

Number reporting (000).................

Percent of total.......... .....................
Hot and cold running water, inside

structure........................................
Only cold running water, inside

structure........................................
Piped running water, outside

structure....................................... .
No piped running water............... .

Total tenant-occupied dwelling
units, number (000)............. .....

Number reporting (000)........... ....

Percent of total...............................
Hot and cold running water, inside

structure....................................... .
Only cold running water, inside

structure........................................
Piped running water, outside

structure..................... ...................
No piped running water............... .

�	�  	�	  
�	�  ���

���  	��  
���  ���

��  ���  
�����

���  ���  
���  ��	

���  ���  
���  �		

��  ���  
�����

��  ���  
��  ���

��  ���  
��  ���

	��
	��

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

���� ���� ���� ���� ���	 ���� ���	 �	�� 	�	

���� ���� ���� ���� ��� ���	 �	�	 ���� ���

��� ��� ���� ��� �� ���� ��� ��� ����
��� 	�	 ���� ��� ��� ��� ���� ���	 ����

���  ���  
���  ���

�����

���  ���  
���  ���

�����
�����

������  
�����	

���  ���  
���  ���

��� ��  ���  
��  ���

��  ���  
��  ���
�����

���
�	� ���

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� 	��� ���	

��� ��� ���	 ��� 	�� ���� ���� ���� ���

��� ��� ��� ��� �	 ��� ��� ��� ����
��� 	�� ���� ��� ��	 ���� ���� ���� 	���

���  ���  
�	�  ���
�����

����	�  
���  ���

�����
�����

���  ���  
���  ���

������  
���  ���
�����

��	��
�����

��	�����
�����

��  ���  
��  ���
�����

���

����� ����� ����� ����� ����������

���� ���� ���	 ���� �	�� ���� ���� �	�� ���

���� ���� ���� ���� ���	 ���� ���	 ���� ���

��� ��� ���� ��	 ��� ���	 ��� ��� ����
��� 	�� ���� ��	 ��� ��� ���� ���	 ����

� ��� � Data for 1950 are preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and are therefore 
subject to sampling variation.. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. See 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.

37



F

i

�

� 	���  16.— ��"��  �# ���"'���  ���#���  ��������  "��	� � -,  ����  ���  ����������  #��  	��  0��	��  +	�����  ����  ���  ����
[Number in thousands]

!
I

Rural nonfarmUrbanTotal nonfarm
Race and tenure

Percent Number PercentNumberPercentNumber s
Part 1—1950

i
100.028,108 100.0 8,518100.0Total occupied dwelling units 36, 626

92.825, 730 
2,378 
2, 319

91.5 7, 902White. . . . 
Nonwhite. 

Negro 
Other.

91.833, 632 
2, 993 
2, 902

7.28.5 6158.1
6.88.3 5837.9! .459 .2 3291 .2 1

5,332 62.6Total owner-occupied dwelling units 53.3 14,195 50.519, 528 i

]White. . . . 
Nonwhite. 

Negro 
Other.

��������  ���  
�����  
�����

���� ���  ��� ���� ��  ���
� ��� ��� ��� �������

i��� ��� ��� �	� ��  �
�� ���� � � �� ��

Total tenant-occupied dwelling units !17, 098 46.7 13, 913 49. 5 3,185 37.4

White 
Nonwhite. 

Negro 
Other

15,159 
1,938 
1,890

41. 4 12, 310 
1, 602 
1,567

43.8 2, 849 33.4
5.3 5.7 336 4. 0! 5.2 5.6 323 3.8

48 . 1 35 . 1 13 .2

Part II—1940 ;
Total occupied dwelling units 27, 748 100.0 20, 596 100.0 7,151 100.0'!

White.... 
Nonwhite. 

Negro 
Other,

25, 459 
2, 289 
2, 201

91. 8 18,868
1,728
1,672

91. 6 6, 591 92.2.
8.2 8.4 561 7.8

i7.9 8. 1 529 7.4
88 . 3 56 .3 32 .4

Total owner-occupied dwelling units. 11,413 41.1 7,715 37.5 3, 698 51.7

White 
Nonwhite. 

Negro 
Other,

10, 867 39,1 7, 373 35.8 3, 494 48. 9 !
546 2.0 342 1.7 204 2.S
520 1. 9 333 1.6 186 2. 6
26 . 1 9 . 1 18 .2

�
Total tenant-occupied dwelling units 16, 335 58.9 12, 882 62.5 3, 453 48. 3

!White___
Nonwhite. 

Negro 
Other,

���  ���  
�����  
��	��

���	 �����	  
����	  
��  ���

���� ��  ��	 ����
	�� 	�� ��� ���
	�� 	�� ��� ���

	� �� �� �� �� ��

�� ��� � Data for 1950 are preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and arc therefore 
subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. See 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.
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� 	���  17. %��"�  �# �����)���"'���  ���#  ���  ��������  "��	� , -,  ����  ���  ����������  #��  	��  0��	��  +	�	�� , ����  ���  ����

Total nonfarm Urban Rural nonfarm
Value

Non­
white

Non­
white

Non­
white

Total White Total White Total White

Part 1—1950

Total dwelling units, number
(000)i...............................................

Number reporting (000)............... .

Percent of total.............................. .
Under $2,000................................. .
$2,000 to $2,999..............................
$3,000 to $3,999..............................
$4,000 to $4,999..............................
$5,000 to $5,999..............................
$6,000 to $7,499..............................
$7,500 to $9,999..............................
$10,000 to $14,999..........................
$15,000 to $19,999..........................
$20,000 or more............................. .

���  ���  
���  	��

���  ���  
���  ���

��� ���  ���  
���  	�	

���  �	�  
���  ��	
�����

	�� ��	��
���	�

��  �		  
��  ���

���
��� ��� ���

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
��� 	�� ���� ��� ��� ���	 �	�	 ���� ����
��� ��� ���� ��� ��� ���	 ���	 ���� ����
���� 	�� ���� ��� ��� ���	 ���	���� ���
��� 	�� ��� 	�� ��� ���� ��	 ��� ���
��� ��  � ��	 ��� ��� ��� �������� ���

���� ���� ��� ���� ���� ���� �������� ���
���� ������� ���� ���� 	�� ���� ���� ���
���� ���	 	�� ���� ���� ��� ��� ��� ���
	�� � � ��	

  ��� � ���� � ���
! ���

"��  ���  
"��  ���

� 	�����	 ��� �����	

Average value 
Median value.

$10, 800 
$7, 400

$11,000 
$7, 700

$5, 500 
$3, 000

$12, 200 
$8, 400

$12, 500 
$8, 700

$6, 500 
$3, 700

$7, 400 
$5, 200

$2, 600
(a)

Part 11—1940

Total dwelling units, number
(000)i........... ................................

Number reporting (000)........

Percent of total..............................
Under $2,000..................................
$2,000 to $2,999.............................
$3,000 to $3,999.............................
$4,000 to $4,999.............................
$5,000 to $5,999.............................
$6,000 to $7,499.......................
$7,500 to $9,999.............................
$10,000 to $14,999.........................
$15,000 to $19,999.........................
$20,000 or more.............................

11,413
11,022

10, 867 
10, 489

546 7,715 
7, 400

7, 373 
7, 068

342 3, 698 
3, 622

3, 494 
3, 421

204
532 332 200

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
33.6 31.4 77.5 22.8 20.8 67.5 55.6 53.4 94.1
17.4 17.8 10.4 18.3 18.5 14.6 15.7 16.4 3.3
15.5 16.0 5.7 17.8 18.2 8.3 10.9 11.4 1.3
10.4 10.8 2.5 12.5 12.9 3.7 6.0 6.3 .5
7.8 8. 1 1.5 9.5 9.8 2.3 4.64.4 .3
6.7 7.0 1.2 8.4 8.7 1.8 3.3 3.4 .2
4.1 4. 2 .7 5.2 5.3 1.1 1.9 2.0 . 1
2.7 2.9 .3 3.4 3.6 .5 1.4 1. 4 .1
.9 .9 . 1 1.1 1.2 . 1 .5 .5
.9 .9 1.1 1.0 1.1 . 1 .5 .5

Average value 
Median value.

$3, 565 
$2, 938

$3, 678 
S3, 053

$1, 344 $4,131 
$3, 501

$4, 243 
S3, 595

$1, 756 
$1,288

$2, 408 
$1,715

S2, 510 
SI, 834

S662
$821 $427

Not completely comparable between 1940 and 1950. See appendix notes on types of dwelling units included and on 
estimated value.

2 Less than $2,000.
� ��� �—Data for 1950 arc preliminary sample data from the 1950 census of population and housing and arc therefore 

subject to sampling variation. Urban farm families or dwelling units are included in the nonfarm area classification. See 
the appendix for general definitions and explanations of data shown in this table. Components of totals do not necessarily 
add to totals because of independent rounding.

Source: Bureau of the Census.
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